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Rli'.MARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed the Office Action dated July 26, 2005 and lhank the 
Examiner for the detailed review of the pending claims. While Ihe Office Action Summary 
statesthatclain.l-28areallowed,theOfficeActionclearlystaiesthatthcExamm^ 
ejected claims 1-28. Independent claims 1, U, 18, and 26 have been amended, "n^us. clauns 1- 

28 are pending. 

riaim Reiecti "-*T - " S'^' ^ 

Claims 1-28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. RE38,127 B to O'Sullivan (hereinafter "O'SuIlivan'O. in view of U.S. Patent 
AppUcationNo. 2004/0072544 to Alexis (h«einafter "Alexis-^- Applicants respectfiilly traverse 
the rejection.^ 

GeneraUy, to establish a prima fecie case of obviousness under § 1 03(a). three elements 
nxust be satisfied. First, there must be some affirmative suggestion or motivation in the pnor art 
to combine or modify prior artreferences. second, there must bearea«,nableexpec^^^^^^^ 

success found in the prior art. Third, ihe prior art references must teach or suggest all of the 

claim limitations. MPEP § 2143. 

O' Sullivan includes a laptop device for a personal computer, a cellular transceiver, a 
3peakerphone. and ahybrid communications control unit. The device has com^ectors fbr 
attaching a headset, cellular control unit, land telephone line, and additional speakers and 
microphones. 

Alexis includes a conventional landline communication device and a separate ceUular 
telephone. If the communication device is on a wireless call, that call may be placed on hold to 
answer an uxcoming call on the landline. Likewise, if the communication device is on a landhne 

AppUomts' aUence as to assertions by tile Eww^ m ^EtestSJ^rt. motiivBaon to combine xcferencM) is not 
reserve the right to analyze and dispute such in the future. 
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call 



. that call may be placed on hold to ans^ an incoming caU on the wireless telephone. 



t Lack of Teaching 

For each of claims 1-28. the Exaniiner has not pointed to any affinnative suggestion or 
motivationimhepriorarttocoo^bineorxnodifypriorartreferences. O'SulHvan teaches a 
device for a personal computer while Alexis teaches a conventional land line device wxth a call 
fo^wardhig c^ability to a cellular phone, the base station being able to charge both devices. 
However, thete is no suggestionorn^otivationin the references to combine certain^^^^^^^ 

a "hybrid device" or «a handset" as requiied by claims 1 and U respectively. Further, nexther 
^ce discusses the fimctionaUty of detemiining the avaUability of a "user device" as is 
required by claims 18 and 26. 

As noted in MPEP § 2143, the suggestion or motivation in the prior art to combine the 
references is anecessary element to a prima facie case of obviousness under § 103(a). Furth^, 
Examiner has not sho^ that there would have beenareasonable expectation of suo^^^^^ 
the combmation was made. However, even if as primafacie case of obviousness were^^ 

references do not teach the limitations of the claims, as is discussed in detail below. Thus, the 
Examiner is asked to withdraw the rejections. 



II. Independent Claims 



A. Claim 1 

Independent claim 1 recites as system that tocludes: 

a hybrid device for enabling telephony communications; 

a landline connection path between said landline commumcations network 

and said hybrid device; 

a wireless connection path between said wireless communications network 
and said hybrid device; 

an availability unit for determining if said landline comiection path is 
available to said hybrid device; 

10 
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a switch to select one of said landline cotmection path and said .^eless 
co^e^onSrti for operation of said hybrid device, wherein said wireless 
co^:Son paS is selected at least when said landline connecfon path ^ 
unavailable; and 

a transfer device connected to the landline commxinications rxtWfo^t^ 
tr^t one of said telephony conwnunications ««f 
device from said landline 

connnunications network when said switch selects s«d wireless 
connection path. 

S^ortmtespeoiacationfor«»am«>dm.u»«,clBim I o«,b. fcund {« to 
p»«g«ph 100321 on pages lOandU. (Add«iO«.l^i»fo->«»top«.g»P^P01^ 

0-S«Ul«m ooi Alexis include the claimed salsect maBer. 

M<« ap^dflclly, O'SuUiva. doc no. ««* o, a»Bg«» -d««mining if sdd tandltae 

o^o^pa^isavaUaMc^^idhyWddevic" 0»<*'=»-^' °~7^3 
ft^U„c,a.n»di.,«ntical«can».l^ device, as claimed, is notp«3en.m«»«^^ 

^^c^^n^r. dettmnne if fbe landline is avaUable «, hybrid 
Addi«o«-.y.v«.Ale:dsp~vid.sde«cUonfo,cn-hoo.andoff-hoolcsU.e.^^^^^ 

doe, not d=«m«ne if the UmdUn. U available. (See Al«dsi Pa^ 3. P^B^P" fOO'^]). 

Fu«he,, neither reference teaches or suggests that . "wildes, connecdon path is sd»».d 
„ least when said landhne connection is un.vail.ble." Altfcough Al«ds '^ ■-^^ 
^hcs (see Alexis; f IG. 2B). no logic is described in .he specific-ion .hat wouW teach or 

du« a wireless eonnectton path Is selec.»l v*en a landline coonedon ^ » 
rvaUahle.AddiUona.i,.whileO.Sulliv«.ine.udesswitel«s72and74(seeOSul^^ 

4)..heitactionof,nicroprocessor70<brcon..oU.oga«itches72««.74doe.no.»^^ 
cl.im«iU»i«ions. (S.eO-S»llivan;Cohnn«8.1.to.s61-67;Cotanm9.L«KS 1-22). 

Ttas, because tt« references do ,K« inelud. ead. and every claim linutaUo^ 
condiUonforallov^UKe. Therefbre, the r^eetton should be v«*dr.v»>. AddidooaUy. Canns 2- 
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10 depend from claim 1. Thus, for at least *e same reasons as claim 1,^ claims 2-10 are in 
condition for allowance, 

B. Claim U 

Independent claim 1 1 recited a device that includes: 
a handset; 

a landline microprocessor unit selectively connected between said handset 
and a landline network; 

a wireless microprocessor unit selectively comieoted between said handset 
and a wireless network; and 

a switchino module to selectively activate one of said landline 
mi^nSSssor unit and said wireless microprocessor umt, wherem said 
rXCSSule activates saidvoreless P™?^^^^ 
landline microprocessor is unable to connect to said handset. 

Support in the specification for the amendments to claim U can be found (at least) in 
paragraph [00321 on pages 10 and 11. (Additional support is found in Paragraphs [0012], 
[0014] and [0026]). Claim 11 includes the limitations "wherein said switching module 
3ctivat;«said^eless processor unit at least when said landline microprocess^ 
connecttosaidhandset" Howe.er.neitherO'Sullivan nor Alexis include the 1^^^^ 

to the switching module. 0>SulUvan does not discuss the availabiUty of a h^dset. Rather 
O-SulUvan does not include a handset, but rather, teaches a personal computer adapter. (See 
0'SulUvan;Abstract.FI0.4).Therefore,noattcmptcanbemadetodeterminethe 

unavailability of ahandaet. Additionally, while Alexis provides detection for on-hook and off 
hook states, this functionaUty does not detennine if the landline is available. (See Alexis; Page 
3. Paragraph [0035]). Further, O'SuUivan and Alexis do not teach or suggest sv^tchmg to a 
4eless connection when a handset camiot be reached by the landline. 



^AsAppll.«n«.remarks.ithr..^totheb^j^^^ 

reWie the right to analyze and dispute 9«m* wsertlons m the fixture. 
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Tixm because the references do not include at least the claim limitaiions noted above, 
claim 11 is hi condition for allo^ce. •n.erefoie, the rejection should be withdxav^. 
Additionally, clahns 12-17 depend from claim 11. l^us. for at least the same reasons as cla^ 
1 1, claims 12-17 are in condition for aUowance. 

C. Claim 18 
Independent claim 1 8 recites a method including: 

receiving an incommg call ftom a landline network; 

detemuning if a connection is available between said Undline net»Jork and 
a u^nS herein said user device is capable of com^ecting w,th said 
landline network and said wireless network; 

routine said inoomhig call from said landline network to a wireless 
~C?k when said connection between said landline network ^d 
Lr device is not available and when said mcommg call is not answered, 
and 

transmitting said incoming call to said user device from said wireless 
network. 

support in the specification for amendments to claim 1 8 can be found (at least) in 
paragraph [0025] on page 8. Claim 18 includes the limitations "herein said user device ^ 
Tpableof connecting with said landline network and said wireless network.'' 
referencesreliedonbytiieExamhierdonotincludetheseUmitations. Alexis includes a 
telephone handset 202 and a separate cellular phone 220. (See Alexis; FIG. 4). Thus, telephone 
handset 202 and a cellular phone 220 are not the same ' W device," but mth« are separate 
devices timt do not each have the capability to comiect with "said landline network and satd 
wireless network." Similarly, O'Sullivan includes a comrol unit 14. but not a "user device" as 
claimedthatmaycomiectwith-saidlandlinenetworkandsaidwirelessnetwork." (See 

0'Sullivan;nG.4). 

Additionally, neither O'Sullivan nor Alexis teach or suggest die limitations of 
"determining if a com«ction is available between said landline network and a user device" and 
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. Wting said m«,min8 call from said landUne networi. to a wi«less network when said 
connection between said landlme network «id said user device is not available." 

Tl^refore, for at least these reasons, claim 1 8 is in condition for aUowance. Claims 1 9- 
25 depend from claim 1 8. Thus, for at least the same reasons as claim 18. claims 19-25 are m 
condition fbr allowance. 

D. Independent Claim 26 

Independent claim 26 recites a method that includes; 

«.,.^ivino an incomine call from said landline network; 
TeterSn^X^one of said multiple user devices said incommg call is 

directed to; 

determining if a cotmection is available between said ^ 
gSd one of said multiple user devices said mcommg call is directed to, 

routing said incoming call to said one of said °^^*!£f ,f 

said iMxdline network when said connection is available, wh^m said user 

SvicTiJcipable of connecting vdtii said landli^^ 

wireless network; and 

routine said incoming call from said landUne network to said one of said 
SSe S^ei devices^ia a wireless network when said comiection is not 
available. 

Claim 26 includes the limitations of "determining which one of said multiple user 
devices said incoming call is directed to" and "determining if a comiection is available between 
said landline network and said one of said multiple user devices said incoming call is dn:ected 
to " However, the two references relied on by the Examiner do not mclude these limitations. 
For example, telephone handset 202 in Alexis is part of the land-line configuration and is 
generaUyknownintheartasa-cordlessphone." (See Alexis; HG. 4). Urns, the telephone 
handset 202 in Alexis has no other functionality than connecting to a land Une. Fmther, ceUular 
phone 220 is not considered part of the land-line because ceUular phone 220 connects to a 
wireless network, rather than to a land-line. Thus. Alexis cannot disclose the Ihnitation of 
"determining if a connection is available between said landline network and said one of said 
multiple user devices said incoming caU is directed to'> because there is but only one device 
(cellular phone 220) other ftan the land line. 

14 
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AdditionaUy, no mention of detetmining the avaUabiUty of a user device is mentioned. 
Further, as explained above with respect to claim 1 8, neither telephone handset 202 nor cellular 
phone 220 ^ considered a '-user device." Therefore. Alexis does not disclose "multiple usa: 
devices " SimUarly. O'SulUvan does not include "multiple user devices" as claimed. O'SulUvan 
may i«:lude speakerphonc 52 and optional microphones 103. However, these add-ons are not 
considered "multiple user devices" at least because claim 26 requires that "said user device xs 
capable of connecting with said landline network and said witless network." (See O'SulUvan; 
FIG. 4). Additionally, neither O'SuUivaa nor Alexis disclose the limitation of "detenmmng 
which one of said multiple user devices said incoming call is directed to." 

Therefore, for at least these reasons, claim 26 is in condition for allowance. Claims 27 
3nd 28 depend from claim 26. Hius. for at least the same reasons as claim 16. claims 27 and 28 
are in conditioxi for allowance. 

in. Dependent Claims 

WhUe the various dependent claims are patentable since they depend firom independent 
clahns that axe patentable for the reasons discussed above, the dependent claims are also 
independently patentable. 

Claim 2. for example, recites the limitation of "a handset." However. Al«ds includes a 
telephonehandset202andaseparatecellularphone220. (See Ale«s; FIG. 4). T1.US. telephone 
b^dset 202 and a ceUular phone 220 are not a singular "handset," but rather are separate 
devices. Moreover, claim 2 require, a "landUne comxection path" and a ♦^vireless ConneOtoo 
path" to the handset Whereas in Alexis, the c«m,ection paths are to separate devtces. H^us 
Alexis does not disclosetheconfrgurationof the haBdsetofclaim2where the co^^ 

are toasingle handset. Further. O'Sumvan includes a control unit 14. but not a h^^^ as 
claimed that may connect with «said landline network and said wireless network. (See 
O'SulUvan; FIO. 4). Additionally, O'Sullivan teaches away from the handset as damped 
becauseO'SuIlivanisdh^ctedtoalaptopdeviceforapersonalcomputexratherthana 

"handset." (See O'SulUvan; Abstract). Therefore, claim 2 is independently patentable and is m 
condition ft,r allowance because neither Alexis nor O'Sullivan discloses the handset of clatm 2. 
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Dependent claims 4 and 9 include "an administrative module managing customer 
account infonnation for said users." Hov^ever, neiUier O'Sullivan nor Alexis disclose these 
limitations. The reference in Alexis, cited by the Examiner, merely describes flov^haxts for 
interface ci^uitry. (See Al«ds; Page 2, Paragraph [0017]). Additionally, the Examiner has not 
p^cular pointed to an element in O' Sullivan liuit meets the claim limitations. However, the 
flowchart of O'SulUvanmerely includes a method for routing a call. (See O'Sullivan; FIG. 7). 
•n^refore, the references do not teach ox suggest »an administrative module managing customer 
account information for said users." Thus, claims 4 and 9 are independently patentable and m 
condition for aUov^uxce because neither O'Sullivan nor Alexis disclose the claimed ImutaHons. 

Claims 6 and 1 6 include limitations of "at least one of a global positioning system 
tracking module and a web browser." However, neither O'Sullivan nor Alexis disclose these 
limitations, m reference in Alexis cited by the Exanuner merely describes methods of 
communication for voice service, in some cases, using sateUites. (See Alexis; Page 2,P 

[0029]) Alexis does not Ulustrate -a global positioning system tracking module" or a -web 
Lwser.-Additionally.the Examiner hasnotpointedto an element in O'SulUvant^ 

indicated limitations in the context of the rest of the claim. Thus, claims 6 and 16 are 
independently patentable andare in condition for allowance because neitherO'Sul^^^ 

Alexis disclose the limitations* 

As one final example, claims 7 and 17 require that the handset include "a pager." 
However, neither O^SuUivan nor Alexis teach or suggest a pager or even a paging system^ The 
Examiner points to a cellular phone 220 in Alexis and claims that the cellular phone may be used 
asapager. (See Alexis; FIG. 4, Page 5, Paragraph [0046]). However, those skilled m the art 
will r««ogni« that pagers and pager networks operate differently than cellular telephone 
networks. Therefore the cellular phone 220 of Alexis is not "a pager." Thus, claims 7 and 17 
are independenUy patentable and are in condition for allowance. 
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In view of the foregoing, AppUcant respectfuUy submits that the pending claims are m 
condition for allov^oe. Rcconsider^on and allowance are respectfully requested. If there are 
any outstandrng issues which need to be resolved to place the application in condmon for 
allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact AppUcant's undersigned representative by phone at 
thenumberindicatcdbelowtodiscusssuchissues. To the extent necessary, a petition for 
extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 is hereby made, the fee for which should be charged 
to deposit account number 07-2347. With respect to this appUcation, please charge any other 
necessary fees and credit any overpayment to that account 



Dated: OctobM 25, 2005 



Respectfully submitted. 

Ltenard C. Suchyta 
Reg. No. 25,707 

Verizon Corporate Services Group Inc. 
600 Hidden Ridge Drive 
Mail Code: HQE03H14 
Irving, Texas 75038 
(972) 718-4800 
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